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10)13 The drawing(s) filed on 14 February 2002 is/are: a)ISI accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

This Action is responsive to Applicant's RCE request of August 25, 2005 and 

amendments submitted on July 29, 2005 and August 25, 2005. 

To expedite the process of examination Examiner requests that all future 
correspondences in regard to overcoming prior art rejections or other issues (e.g. 
amendments, 35 U.S.C. 112, objections and the like) set forth by the Examiner that 
Applicants provide and link to the most specific page and line numbers of the disclosure 
where the best support is found (see 35 U.S.C 132), 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 
A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on August 25, 2005 has been entered. 
Claims 7-10 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 
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Regarding claims 7 and 10, the term "collating" is indefinite. It is not clear how 
recognizing speech is achieved by merely collating user speech with customized sentence. 
Further it is not clear how information of the same type, i.e., user speech with relevant 
customized sentence is collated. 

Regarding claims 8 and 9 depend from claim 7 and are therefore rejected on the same 
merits as claim 7. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Satoh 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,774,671) in view of Anderson et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,878,423). 

Regarding claims 7 and 10, Satoh discloses a computer method and system of 
customizing a dictionary used for service, comprising the steps of: (fig. 9, S3 4, extract 
dictionary) 

extracting user-oriented words from a set of registered user information (fig. 9, S3 1, 
profile); 

generating a new customized sentence by inserting at least one of said user-specific 
vocabulary into a slot of a sentence template (fig. 9, S34, including appropriate word) and 
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storing said customized sentence into said dictionary (fig. 9, items S3 5 and S3 8, Satoh) but does 
not teach the customized sentence is used for recognizing speech inputted by said user. 

However, Anderson teaches a system wherein a database of terms is used for specific 
index categories (fig. 3, item 37, Anderson) as possible choices for recognizing user inputted 
speech by comparing said user voice (fig. 2, items 42 and 203) with the scaled terms saved in a 
database (fig. 2, items 207 and 210, and col. 19 lines 7-16, Anderson). 

Hence, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the two arts and derive with a speech recognition system that 
customizes a dictionary of possible answers based on a user profile. One would have been 
motivated to combine the two systems to minimize the voice recognition processing time and 
maximize accuracy (col. 4, lines 30 and 31, Anderson). 

{Note: most speech recognition systems use databases for storing and comparing information) 

Regarding claim 8, Satoh/ Anderson disclose the set of registered user information is 
generated based on inputted answers to a questionnaire for the user (figures 4A-5C, Satoh). 

Regarding claim 9, Satoh/ Anderson disclose the sentence template include slot including 
a category of words that can be inserted in said slot, and said at least one of said user-oriented 
words is inserted in said slot according to said slot information (figs. 3 and 5 A, Satoh). 



Response to Arguments 
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Applicant's arguments filed July 29, 2005 and August 25, 2005 have been folly 
considered but they are not persuasive. The arguments and responses are listed below. 

On pages 7 and 8 of the 7/29/05 response, Applicant argues that Satoh does not disclose 
generating a new customized sentence by inserting a word in from a user specific vocabulary 
into a slot of a sentence. 

Examiner disagrees. Referring to Fig. 9, Satoh specifically discloses extracting input data 
from profile data (S3 1), comparing the input data with a dictionary (S22) and extracting the 
dictionary pattern including the appropriate word from said profile data (S34). Then the new 
sentence is registered in database (S3 5), and may be changed in the dictionary based on 
condition (S3 8). Examiner further notes that modifying database/dictionary information based 
on profiles and other sources is notoriously well known in the art of computer sciences. 

With respect to all the pending claims 7-10, Examiner respectfully traverses Applicants 
assertion based on the discussion and rejection above. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The following patents further demonstrate the state of art regarding voice recognition 
systems and databases: 

U.S. Patent No. 6,327,346 of Infosino 

U.S. Patent No. 6,385,580 of Lyberg et al. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Marc R. Filipczyk whose telephone number is (571) 272-4019. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:30am-5pm. 



supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on (571) 272-4023. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
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